
Received from Rim Bishop on July 23, 2002
Would you see that the following comments are forwarded to the appropriate SFWMD

staff member please?

1. Page 1, third line from bottom - The probably should be something between "River

and" and "occur."

2. Page 12, paragraph one under Pre-Development Hydrology - The word "conditions" is

misspelled.

3. Page 13, paragraph 2, second to last line - "if" should be "of."

4. Page 32, second to last paragraph - To which wellfields was water diverted?  How

much, and how often was it taken? Why report Lox River District flow at gallons per

hour, why not gallons per day?

5. Page 34, last paragraph - The opening sentence makes it sound like the C-14 feeds the

Lox Slough.  To the best of our knowledge, it does not.

6. Page 44, second to last paragraph - More detail, e.g. specific user allocations, should

be provided.

7. Page 56 - "Wellfield Pumping" section - Shouldn't there be something after the last

word of this section?

8. Page 61, table 13 - Use periods consistently within the table.

9. Figure 14 - It is difficult to understand why the watershed is deemed to include areas

east of Military Trail and south of Indiantown Road.

10. Page 64 - Given the limited permeability of soils beneath the C-18, the "potential

influence" should be discussed in greater detail.  In fact, there is very little if any such

potential.

11. Page 66, first paragraph - The word "available" is misspelled.

12. Page 95, paragraph beginning "Figure F-4" - "is located" should have a space

between the words, and the word "Fork" should probably follow "Northwest."

13. Page 104 - There is no appendix "O" or "I", and we would very much like to review

these before the report is finalized.

14. Page 107, first paragraph - My recollection is that the Northern Palm Beach County

Water Resource Plan had done a more complete job of quantifying these impacts than

this section implies.

15. Page 162 - Seacoast renews its concern, expressed in comments offered earlier to

SFWMD, that the concept of "indirect withdrawal" is not technologically defensible and

allows SFWMD far too much discretion.

We hope that you find these comments useful, and we look forward to reviewing a

subsequent draft prior to adoption.

Thank you.

Rim Bishop

Seacoast Utility Authority

4200 Hood Road

Palm Beach Gardens, FL  33410



Received from Rim Bishop on July 25, 2002
We are pleased to help with the editorial aspects of the report, but we respectfully note

that in the past, our spelling and punctuation comments were the only ones that appear to

have been incorporated in subsequent drafts.  We believe that there is a very important

and clearly unintended factual misrepresentation in this draft that must be addressed.

I am sending the same comments again to draw your attention to comment no. 9 below,

and to strongly suggest that the Loxahatchee River watershed boundaries established in

this draft are simply wrong.  Unless a reasonable scientific case can be made for

including areas south of Indiantown Road and east of Military Trail, those areas, at

minimum, should be excluded.

Rainfall in this area does not, can not, and, under the plans of which we are aware, will

not find its way to a point upstream of the Loxahatchee River salt water interface.  It all

goes to tide well downstream of that point, and I'm reasonably certain that at least as

much flows south (away from the estuary) as flows north.  Accordingly, the area simply

can not contribute any storm water to the restoration program, and it therefore is not part

of the watershed.

Further, one can not scientifically link ground water withdrawals originating south of

Indiantown Road and east of Military Trail to the Loxahatchee River watershed.  It seems

that doing so would require evidence that ground water withdrawn from this area would

otherwise make its way to a point in the river upstream of the salt water interface, and

that simply is not the case.  Accordingly, since the area has no identifiable hydraulic

connection to the Loxahatchee River, it should not be part of the watershed.

Please either provide scientific support for including this area in the watershed or revise

the report to exclude it.  This is a relatively small item, and correcting the report as noted

takes nothing away from the central message.

We look forward to your response.  Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Would you see that the following comments are forwarded to the appropriate SFWMD

staff member please?

1. Page 1, third line from bottom - The probably should be something between "River

and" and "occur."

2. Page 12, paragraph one under Pre-Development Hydrology - The word "conditions" is

misspelled.

3. Page 13, paragraph 2, second to last line - "if" should be "of."

4. Page 32, second to last paragraph - To which wellfields was water diverted?  How

much, and how often was it taken? Why report Lox River District flow at gallons per

hour, why not gallons per day?

5. Page 34, last paragraph - The opening sentence makes it sound like the C-14 feeds the

Lox Slough.  To the best of our knowledge, it does not.



6. Page 44, second to last paragraph - More detail, e.g. specific user allocations, should

be provided.

7. Page 56 - "Wellfield Pumping" section - Shouldn't there be something after the last

word of this section?

8. Page 61, table 13 - Use periods consistently within the table.

9. Figure 14 - It is difficult to understand why the watershed is deemed to include areas

east of Military Trail and south of Indiantown Road.

10. Page 64 - Given the limited permeability of soils beneath the C-18, the "potential

influence" should be discussed in greater detail.  In fact, there is very little if any such

potential.

11. Page 66, first paragraph - The word "available" is misspelled.

12. Page 95, paragraph beginning "Figure F-4" - "is located" should have a space

between the words, and the word "Fork" should probably follow "Northwest."

13. Page 104 - There is no appendix "O" or "I", and we would very much like to review

these before the report is finalized.

14. Page 107, first paragraph - My recollection is that the Northern Palm Beach County

Water Resource Plan had done a more complete job of quantifying these impacts than

this section implies.

15. Page 162 - Seacoast renews its concern, expressed in comments offered earlier to

SFWMD, that the concept of "indirect withdrawal" is not technologically defensible and

allows SFWMD far too much discretion.

We hope that you find these comments useful, and we look forward to reviewing a

subsequent draft prior to adoption.

Thank you.

Rim Bishop

Seacoast Utility Authority

4200 Hood Road

Palm Beach Gardens, FL  33410

Received from Rim Bishop on August 5, 2002
John,

Here are some preliminary comments on Exhibit O.  I have handwritten markups as well

that I will mail you this week.

For emphasis, I note that the demand figures noted for Seacoast are simply wrong,

consistently higher by far than the actual records on file with SFWMD indicate.  We have

attempted to correct them where we can, and we are anxious to assist SFWMD staff in

finding ways to incorporate our input.



Thank you so much for the opportunity to participate in this most important process.  We

deeply appreciate your responsiveness to date, and we look forward to reviewing a

subsequent draft.  Please do not hesitate to call if any of the comments are unclear.

Received from Rim Bishop on August 5, 2002

Seacoast Utility Authority comments to draft Exhibit “O” to the draft Technical
Documentation to Support Development of Minimum Flows and Levels for the
Loxahatchee River and Estuary

OVERVIEW

Appendix O gives no indication of having accounted for some 15 million gallons per day

of reclaimed water that is currently applied within the watershed during the driest of

weather, nor the fact that this volume is likely to double within the next 15 years.  The

point about how dramatically water consumption will increase is clearly made however.

Our recommendation would be to adjust both the editorial and numerical content of the

report accordingly.  SFWMD has all the data, but in case it has been misplaced, Seacoast

will resubmit its figures if necessary.  To do this, one might start with figures currently

being compiled for the SFWMD Northern Palm Beach County Reclaimed Water Master

Plan.

The author should make certain that all references and figures in this appendix are

confined to the Loxahatchee River watershed and to surface water or surficial aquifer

supplies.  Including demands that will be met from the Floridan aquifer or overstating

surficial aquifer demands, if that is what has been done, is misleading.  For example, the

Hood Road wellfield is the only Seacoast water supply source located within the area

identified as the watershed, but some of the reported flow figures appear to include water

from other Seacoast wellfields.  Conversely, the report appears to identify the West Palm

Beach Water Catchment area as lying within the watershed; are the City’s water supply

demands included as well?  If not, this inconsistency should be remedied.

SFWMD taxpayers can take heart in the agency’s very conservative approach to water

resource planning.  This draft continues the tradition of inadvertently (but consistently)

overstating Seacoast’s consumptive use demands.  Be assured that when the day comes

that SFWMD errs on the low side, we will offer corrections with equal enthusiasm and

vigor.  We hope that you will review and incorporate the figures that we have revised,

and we are prepared to offer supporting documentation should you require it.

Finally, we renew our objection to including any lands east of Military Trail and south of

Indiantown Road within the Loxahatchee River watershed.  Except as confined by the

law of conservation of matter and the fact that water molecules found in both areas

contain both hydrogen and oxygen (which characteristics similarly apply to the polar ice

caps), there is no connection.  We have explained this perspective earlier and are anxious

to meet with SFWMD staff if after further consideration, they disagree.



PAGE O-1

First Paragraph – Is the West Palm Beach Water Catchment area in the defined

watershed?  If so, the City’s water demands should be included.

There should be a comma after the word “Watershed” in line three.

Second Paragraph – The 1995 demands outlined may have been LEC planning figures,

but they are wrong.  In 1995, the Hood Road wellfield withdrawal was 3,536 MG, not the

5,274 MG you show (see SFWMD pumpage reports).  We fail to see the relevance of

converting these figures to acre-feet.

It is the Village of Tequesta, not the Town of Tequesta.

Page O-2

Summary of Data …

First paragraph – Based on actual experience through multiple droughts, there is little

evidence to support the statement that this area is any more susceptible to salt water

intrusion than any other coastal area, including those with a connection to the regional

conveyance system.

Second paragraph – One might get the impression that public water supply demand

supplied from the watershed was 82.2 MGD in 1995 and will be 128.6 MGD in 2020.  Is

that annual average day?  All from the surficial aquifer system?  More definition and

support for these figures is needed – we can’t tie back to them based on what we know

about Seacoast’s needs and the needs of its neighbors.

Page O-3

Figure O-1 – Because Seacoast’s flow has been incorrectly identified, this table will need

to be recalculated.  We do not see the need for this analysis at all.

Last paragraph – Again, the only Seacoast wellfield located within your definition of the

watershed is the Hood Road wellfield.  In 1999, that wellfield pumped 12,683 acre-feet

(if you must use that unit of measure), not 21,631 as you suggest.

While I know that 1995 planning figures played a significant role in the Lower East

Coast process, more current actual figures should be used.  Otherwise, the reader might

assume that measures implemented within the past ten years (reclaimed water

proliferation, water conservation measures, etc.) will have no impact.

Page O-4



Table O-4 – Of what value is the column entitled “1998 Annual Water Use”.  If this is

just a typo and should be 1999 figures, then please correct them as noted above.

First paragraph – Should the word “Basin” be capitalized?

Figure O-2 – The value of this table is questionable at best, as far as we can tell.

Second paragraph – There should be a comma after the word “Summary”.

Also, we really do not understand the relevance of this analysis, particularly this

paragraph.

Page O-5 – There is an extra “s” at the end of the word “changes”.

The regional reclaimed water system to which you refer is not, as far as we know, being

developed – it is being studied.  Its feasibility is seriously in question, and the report

should more accurately reflect that status.  The report should likewise note the successes

of both Loxahatchee River District’s and Seacoast’s reclaimed water systems, including

tables showing how much water these programs return to the resource each year (in MGY

for sure, and in acre-feet if you must).

Table O-5 – The hydraulic connection of many, many of the listed properties to the

Loxahatchee watershed simply does not exist.

Table O-1 – It is virtually impossible for the casual reader (e.g., Seacoast’s Executive

Director) to determine the relevance of this table.  Respectfully, it seems to add

extraneous data and thereby promote confusion.



















Received from Rim Bishop on September 17, 2002
John,

I may have misplaced it, but would you send me a copy of the Exhibit discussed in the

following August 2 e-mail please?

Also, is there a more current draft of the MFL documents, one dated later than July 25

edition?  We pulled the current draft down from the SFWMD web site and found that

none of our August 2 or August 6 comments have been incorporated.

Essentially, I need to know whether SFWMD will be incorporating our comments or not.

As you can see, we have put considerable effort into this, and I must evaluate whether

further participation in the public process will be useful.

Finally, here are a few additional comments on the Loxahatchee River and Estuary MFL

document July 12 draft that I hope you will find helpful.

1. Page 156, first bullet under "Phase 2 ..." - with culverts connecting the Loxahatchee

Slough to the C-18 having already been boarded by PB County Dept. of Environmental

Resources Management, please identify how construction of the G-160 structure will

generate 5,000 acre feet of ADDITIONAL storage.  We are having difficulty identifying

any storage made available by the structure other than that which is within the C-18 canal

section itself, and that doesn't seem to amount to 5,000 acre feet.

2. We renew our request for Exhibit I.  We would very much appreciate the opportunity

to have our hydrologist review and comment.

3. We would again draw your attention to our August 6, 2002 transmittal and respectfully

request that our comments be fully incorporated into the next draft.

Thank you so much for your assistance.  If you require further information, I hope that

you will not hesitate to contact me.

Received from Rim Bishop on October 2, 2002
John, here are a few Seacoast comments on the draft Appendix I to the Lox River MFL,

Exhibit I document.  Please forward them to the appropriate parties.

1. Page I-3 - I know that the scale of this map is small, but the distinction that I am about

to make is VERY important.  Looking at the map, one might get the impression that

Seacoast operates wells located west of the turnpike, near the Slough.  First, the word

wellfield(s) should be singular - only the Hood Road wellfield is located in the general

vicinity shown.  Second, the Hood Road wellfield is EAST of the turnpike, not west.  It is

also SOUTH of Hood Road.



2. Page I-6 - Beginning in 1997, Palm Beach County DERM boarded up old water

control structures, thus causing the Slough to retain the storm water that, during the 1988

-1995 Actual Pumpage period, was runoff to the C-18.  In addition, in 2001, the Mirasol

(Golf Digest) surface water management system was implemented, also changing the

hydrology from conditions that existed in the 1988 - 1995 period.  These are substantial

and material changes, and the report does not appear to consider them.

Finally, to repeat a comment submitted to you earlier, we question whether Lox Slough

leakance factors applied to the model correspond to field observations (e.g., water level

readings) taken in the Slough after PB County DERM boarded it up in 1997.  Seacoast's

observations indicate that once water levels in the Slough were raised, they remained

high longer than originally anticipated.  Thus, where the Slough was a C-18 contributor

via runoff before 1997, it is much less so now via percolation, and we are not certain that

the model accurately reflects that low percolation rate.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.  If you wish to discuss these comments,

I hope that you will not hesitate to call.

Received from Rim Bishop on October 2, 2002

John, we'd like to offer the following technical review comments to supplement the e-

mail submittal I sent earlier today.

We generally ask our technical consultants to review document drafts, ours or those of

others, as though the consultant were serving as an expert witness for a party pursuing a

legal challenge.  That type of intense review usually uncovers assailable flaws and allows

us the opportunity to address them before the document is released.

Of course, that is by no means Seacoast's perspective, but we find that properly framing

our requests for professional assistance adds context, and consequently substance, to our

consultants' review.  We hope that you accept our comments in the highly constructive

spirit in which they are intended.

Thanks again for your serious consideration.



Received from Rim Bishop on October 2, 2002

TECHNICAL COMMENTS ON DRAFT APPENDIX I, LOX RIVER MINIMUM

FLOWS AND LEVELS DOCUMENT

The author heavily qualifies the capability of the model to estimate with any accuracy

surface-water flows when he states.

"The code does not incorporate a surface/groundwater module" and "overland

flow and associated surface water routing through canal networks is not directly

simulated and the effects of consumptive use withdrawals on overland and riverine flows

should only be considered as gross estimates." (p. I-1).

Although the SFWMD version of MODFLOW-96 appears to have a Wetland and

Diversion Package and an Operations Package, it appears that  "the code utilized in this

report does not incorporate a surface/groundwater module" and "overland flow and

associated surface water routing through canal networks is not directly simulated and the

effects of consumptive use withdrawals on overland flows should only be considered as

gross estimates". (p. I-2).

"MODFLOW is a groundwater model that does not have the capability of

simulating storm-driven events".  (p. I-5).

        "For calibration of flow, absolute errors were less than 10 cfs during 55 percent of

the simulation period."  This is another way of saying that absolute errors were equal to

or greater than 10 cfs during 45 percent of the simulation period."  Ten (10) cfs represents

40 percent of the recorded mean flow of 24.1 cfs, a considerable error. (p. I-5)

These statements do not provide any encouragement that the model has any value in

establishing or defending MFLs for the Loxahatchee.  In addition, the following points

must be noted.

The method of converting stages observed or predicted at Lainhart Dam to flows by

means of the "weir equation" is not documented here.  (p. I-5).

The 10 cfs absolute error is significant (p. I-5)

Under "Model Application", what "proposed" surface water systems are referenced at the

bottom of page I-5?

The title of the third simulation (p. I-6) should be "Currently Permitted" model run as it is

based on recent permits rather than those in the earlier data periods.

If "variations in withdrawal rates due to seasonal changes were not taken into account" in

the "Permitted" model run, does that mean the rates used were annual allocation rates



rather than maximum-day or maximum-month rates? This is probably true but needs

clarification. It may be explained in an earlier report.

There is no explanation for how the data from the model were "adjusted" to represent an

average rainfall year and drought conditions. (p. I-6) Were these input or output data?

This may have been explained in an earlier report but is not clear here.

It is unclear from Table I-1, which flows are actual and which ones are predicted. What

does it mean that the flows delivered to Lainhart Dam were estimated from the model and

"adjusted" to equal actual flows? (p. I-8)

The percent reduction in flows for each of 3 classifications was discussed. What were the

withdrawal rates for the 3 classifications?


